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COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING COMMITTEE
The Comprehensive Planning Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Wednesday, August 10, 2005, at 8:00 a.m. in the City Council Chamber, Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 W. Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present:
Committee






Staff
Chairman Crowder, Presiding



Deputy City Attorney Ira Botvinick
Mr. Craven





Assistant Planning Director Dave Betts
Ms. Taliaferro





Development Regulations Senior Planner

   Greg Hallam

Planner Eric Hodge
Chairman Crowder called the meeting to order at 8:08 a.m. and asked the assembly to pause for a moment of silent reflection.

Item #03-87 – SP-33-05 – Glenwood Place.  Planner Eric Hodge presented Glenwood Place.  This site plan is for a 236,000 sq. ft. office complex comprised of two 5-story buildings, one of which may incorporate a hotel, and two parking decks (one 3-story and one 5-story) on a 5.87-acre site zoned Office and Institutional-2 Conditional Use District.  The subject property is currently comprised of three separate lots.  Under the proposed plan, these will be recombined into two lots of approximately 2.7 acres and 3.1 acres.  Since this use is greater than 25,000 square feet and located within 400 feet of a residential district, Planning Commission approval is required.  The applicants are also not providing a full 50-foot natural protective yard along Glenwood Avenue which is classified as a major thoroughfare, thereby also triggering Planning Commission approval.  As the proposal includes a building over 80 feet in height, it will also require City Council approval.  Parking and setback requirements conform.  If any hotel use is incorporated into this development site, Staff will evaluate the proposal to ensure that adequate parking is provided for the hotel use.  There is a zoning condition on the property that limits any use other than a bank to 3,000 square feet, and the applicants are in the process of trying to get that zoning condition amended.  This is the site of a rezoning case (Z-29-04) which generated substantial discussion in the Planning Commission and City Council last year.
The Planning Commission recommended approval by a vote of 10‑0 with the conditions noted in the Staff Report.  The site plan was referred to the Comprehensive Planning Committee for further information regarding the thoroughfare buffer yard along Glenwood Avenue.  This plan was submitted before the City's tree ordinance was adopted.  The applicant proposed a 25-foot average street yard planted to Special Highway Overlay District-2 standards as required by zoning Condition G.
According to preliminary stormwater calculations, the recombination will provide a reduction in impervious surface on the site, so the proposal is not subject to the requirements of Part 10, Chapter 9 of the City Code (stormwater control).  Sidewalks will be provided along the southern part of the property.
The Appearance Commission had offered the following design amendments for the applicants' consideration:

♦
As ground-floor areas may contain commercial uses, options for strengthening the pedestrian connections between the buildings need to be further explored.  Opportunities include:

–
Continuous wide sidewalks and delineation of street crosswalks with special paving treatments, striping, etc.



–
Reducing the loop drives in front of either building to pull-out lanes.

♦
Pursue strengthening pedestrian connections across Glenwood Avenue at Woman's Club Drive.

If the Council desires to approve the plan with the Appearance Committee's recommendations, those recommendations will need to be added to the conditions of approval.

The Appearance Commission members asked that the plan be resubmitted to them when the elevations for the parking deck, and the lighting plan, had been completed.  The applicant complied with the request and the Appearance Commission was satisfied with both.
Ms. Taliaferro commented that the sidewalk along Glenwood Avenue does not seem to extend along the entire frontage.  Mr. Hodge said that was correct, explaining that the on-ramp to the Beltline is just north of the property and a sidewalk extended along the entire frontage would basically lead a pedestrian to the on-ramp at this time.  She asked about pedestrian connections to other hotels or to Crabtree Valley Mall if a hotel was placed on the property.  David Thompson of the Public Works Department (Engineering) said that he would relay her question to Transportation Services Engineer Eric Lamb for future consideration.
Chairman Crowder asked the applicant for comments.

Don d'Ambrosi, Elam Todd d'Ambrosi (ETd), 2601 Weston Parkway, Cary, NC  27513 – Mr. d'Ambrosi was involved with the original rezoning case a year ago and provided a brief history of this plan.  He confirmed that the driveway lane will extend and create a dual entry onto the Beltline, which is part of the reason why the sidewalk does not extend along the entire frontage on Glenwood Avenue, and introduced other project team members who were present and could answer questions.  They included Sam Reynolds of ETd (landscaping plan), Johnny Edwards of John A. Edwards Company (engineering), and Scott Shell (architect).  Ann Stoddard, who is working on the project with Grubb and Associates, was also present.
The following information resulted from, or was confirmed during, the ensuing discussion:

♦
Everything along Glenwood Avenue complies with the City Code.


♦
The tree ordinance does not apply to this project.

♦
The actual height of the roof is 74 feet but there is a corner element over the Glenwood Avenue entry that increases the height of that part of the roof to 87 feet.
♦
The applicant wanted to screen the parking deck, and decided that a layered approach was appropriate.
♦
Uses for the ground floors of the buildings have not yet been decided.  At this time, Regions Bank will be on the ground floor of the first building and although there are no other tenants yet, the applicants do not expect any problems with traffic, etc. when tenants are acquired.
Ms. Taliaferro moved approval of the project as submitted, Mr. Craven seconded, and the motion carried unanimously, 3-0.  Ms. Taliaferro asked Staff to look at pedestrian connections under I-440, across Glenwood Avenue, and in the entire general area.  Mr. d'Ambrosi said that they would like to be actively involved with the City on the pedestrian connection issues.
Item #03-81 – Temporary Event Ordinance and Mobile Food Vendors.  Senior Planner Greg Hallam explained that Staff had worked with the Deputy City Attorney on draft text changes to City ordinances, and reviewed the two proposed ordinances amending the City Code for the Committee's benefit.  The first ordinance provides provisions for outdoor mobile vending carts subordinate to the principal use on commercially-zoned property.  It adds a definition for "retail sales – outdoor mobile vending cart"; includes outdoor mobile vending carts as a new conditional use in the Shopping Center, Neighborhood Business, Business, Thoroughfare, Industrial-1 and Industrial-2 zoning districts; and outlines the requirements for outdoor mobile vending carts, including size and dimensions, hours of operation, location, signage, and types of products sold.  Mr. Hallam also showed a comparison of maximum mobile cart size standards from 13 other cities which Staff had used those to derive average size and dimensions for mobile vending carts for purposes of the ordinance.  The second ordinance clarifies the zoning code regulations for outdoor display areas, separate from mobile displays.  It amends the schedule of off-street parking standards under the commercial land use category to require one (1) space for every two hundred (200) square feet for "display area" exclusive of vehicular display area.  The ordinance also provides that the Inspections Department cannot approve a revised site plan if a display area is added after approval of the original site plan.
Chairman Crowder opened the floor to public comment on this matter.
David Permar, 327 Hillsborough Street, Raleigh, NC  27603 – Mr. Permar is an attorney and had not yet had the opportunity to review these two proposed ordinances with his client, a mobile food vendor.  He confirmed with Mr. Hallam that under the proposed ordinance, an individual could not have a mobile vending cart on a separate empty lot and must be associated with an existing retail business.  Mr. Botvinick added that an individual could establish a retail use on an empty lot, for permanent use, subject to regulations for principal uses on a lot.  With regard to the requirement that a mobile vending cart be located within 25 feet of a principal building, Mr. Permar suggested that there might be a situation or a site where a cart could work well with a larger distance depending upon the traffic pattern.  Mr. Botvinick stated that the goal was to keep the cart internal to the site and close to the retail use, connected and incidental to the principal use.  The Building Code requires plumbing facilities to be available, and the further away from a building the cart is, the harder it will be to meet that requirement.  Mr. Permar asked if the vendor would have to be authorized by the tenant of the site, and Mr. Botvinick stated that this is not an issue the City would regulate.
Waverly Smith, 3505 Brentwood Road, Raleigh, NC  27604 – Mr. Smith noted that the ordinance did not specify whether or not a cart should have rubber wheels.  He asked if the carts could be motorized, which he felt would make them mobile vehicles.  Mr. Botvinick replied that would be a determination for the Council to make.  Under the proposed ordinance as written, a cart could be motorized or non-motorized.  Mr. Smith asked for a definition or example of "other protective covering" referenced in subparagraph (b) of Section 4 of the first ordinance.  Mr. Hallam said that it could be a temporary awning, for example, made out of canvas and supported by aluminum poles.  Mr. Smith pointed out that some carts have those now and he thought they are prohibited by the existing City Code.  He asked that "other protective covering" be defined in the ordinance.
Mr. Craven asked Mr. Permar if the proposed cart dimensions would be suitable for his client, and Mr. Permar said he believed so.  Ms. Taliaferro asked about rubber wheels on carts, stating that some carts might have decorative metal or wooden wheels.  Mr. Botvinick said that the property owner would be allowed to determine wheel material in case s/he felt a certain material could damage his/her property.  Mr. Craven suggested adding language to the ordinance banning motorized carts and addressing the dimensions of the protective cover.  Mr. Crowder felt that 32 square feet of signage, the maximum allowed under the proposed ordinance, was too much.  Mr. Botvinick said that a ground sign would not be allowed for mobile vending carts; the sign must be on the vehicle and the umbrella would be included when signage was measured.  Mr. Craven suggested that "signage" be defined and/or clarified.
Mr. Crowder asked what defines "temporary"; i.e., would a vendor have to move the mobile cart off the property by 11:00 p.m.  Mr. Betts said that would be an issue between the vendor and the property owner.  Mr. Crowder expressed concern about the possibility of drive-up conditions and the traffic impacts re same.  He said he could envision people driving up to the edge on a large lot such as Lowe's Hardware to buy merchandise, or to the property edge of smaller lots to buy merchandise from a mobile vending cart, and suggested adding language to the ordinance to address drive-up conditions, especially in neighborhoods.  He has seen mobile vending carts on small business lots such as gas stations, and was afraid buyers would pull up to the lot to make a purchase and either impede traffic or endanger pedestrians.  Mr. Botvinick said this could be addressed by adding language to the ordinance regarding lot size.  Ms. Taliaferro said that Council could have that discussion at the public hearing, but Mr. Botvinick's advice was to add the language to the draft ordinance first so that people could comment on it at the public hearing.  He asked the Committee for suggestions for lot size.  A minimum lot size of two acres, for example, would probably eliminate mobile vending carts at small convenience stores, gas stations, etc.  Mr. Crowder was not sure that two acres would be sufficient size to limit this application, and asked Staff to investigate the sizes of "big box" lots such as Lowe's as well as average convenience stores/gas stations.  The Committee members discussed drive-up conditions, and the consensus was that the draft ordinance will address this issue, especially if language regarding a two-acre or larger minimum lot size is added.
Staff will bring a final draft of the first ordinance back to the Committee with language addressing the banning of motorized mobile vending carts, minimum lot size, and dimensional standards and allowable materials for protective coverings.

Item #03-83 – TC-24-04 – Planned Unit Development.  Mr. Betts stated that this text change proposes to amend the provisions of the Planned Unit Development Conditional Use Overlay District to require a preliminary review process by the Planning Commission prior to official submittal and to incorporate development incentives for utilizing the City's Urban Design Guidelines for Mixed-Use Neighborhood and Village Centers.  At the July 13, 2005 Comprehensive Planning Committee meeting, Staff was asked to:

♦
Respond to Mr. Pat Mallett's questions (Elam, Todd, d'Ambrosi).  (Completed)
♦
Check the currency of the PDD text on the City Website.  (Most current edition is on the Website.)

♦
Note the PDD Advisory Committee's membership and involvement in the Planning Commission's discussion.  (A report provided previously, explaining the history of the PDD discussion and the Advisory Committee's report with a list of members, was included in the agenda packet.  Advisory Committee members were informed of all Planning Commission committee meetings and they participated when able.  A detailed record of these discussions was not kept.)

♦
List PDD Master Plans approved in the City.  (Contained in agenda packet.)
Ms. Taliaferro commented that at least four of the PDD Master Plans approved since 2002 are in District B, where new development is occurring.  Some that are being built out are among the best in the city.  Falls River is an excellent example of a PDD, and it was not controversial.  Mr. Hallam noted that the first eight cases listed fall under the old mixed use master plan for thoroughfare districts.  Falls River (No. 9) was the first official PDD.
Ms. Taliaferro stated her concern was that the whole PDD discussion was taken out of context because two developments were denied.  Mr. Craven asked what was contained in the proposal that would improve the quality of PDDs and the approval process.  He felt that the proposed revisions added additional time to a process that is already working well.
Ms. Taliaferro moved to not approve the proposed text change TC-24-04.  Mr. Craven seconded the motion, and the motion carried unanimously, 3-0.

Mr. Betts brought to the attention of the Committee members the memorandum at the front of the packet which listed pending Committee items and Staff's recommendations for disposition of those items.  Mr. Crowder suggested postponing discussion of the pending items until the next Committee meeting.
Ms. Taliaferro commented on development standards for fragile neighborhoods, more specifically, adding duplexes.  Duplexes are not bad living situations, she said, and she cautioned against setting aside certain housing styles and attaching negative aspects to them.  Mr. Botvinick said that fragile neighborhoods are often located in redevelopment areas.  Mr. Crowder feels the City needs to figure out how to help neighborhoods develop into mixed income uses before they deteriorate.  Mr. Betts said that Staff recommends grounding development standards for fragile neighborhoods in the Southwest District Plan Update, as that plan update will probably address the issue in the fall.
Chairman Crowder confirmed that the next Committee meeting date is September 14.

ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business before the Comprehensive Planning Committee, Chairman Crowder announced the meeting adjourned at 9:30 a.m.
Leslie H. Eldredge

Deputy City Clerk
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